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Public Comments and Responses 

I-A Comments Responses 

Individuals - 2 




  

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-A Comments Responses 

I-A-1 
I-A-1:
 
Comment noted.
 

Individuals - 3 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesI-Andersen 

Individuals - 4 




  

 

  
    

  

 
 

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Armstrong Comments Responses 

I-Armstrong-1:The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands 
I-Armstrong-1 to livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 

provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and 
Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be man-
aged for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses au-
thorized to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several 
proposed levels of livestock management, up to and including elimina-
tion of livestock grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bagdovitz Comments Responses 

I-Bagdovitz-

I-Bagdovitz-1: 
The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to live-
stock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs 
and provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Manage-
ment and Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM adminis-
tered land be managed for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and 
WH&B are both uses authorized to occur on BLM administered 
land. The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of livestock 
grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock grazing. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bakker Comments Responses 

I-Bakker-1 

I-Bakker-2 

I-Bakker-1: BLM has proposed few OHV closed Areas. Action R 10.1 

I-Bakker-2: Implementation of emergency stabilization and rehabilita-
tion treatments post fire are determined on a case by case basis subject 
to objectives established in Emergency Stabilization or Burned Area 
Rehabilitation plans.—See Objective VR-3. Seeding areas burned 
would not occur in areas having good potential for natural recovery. See 
D-VR 5.1. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

I-Barlow-Irick 

I-Barlow-
Irick - 1 

I-Barlow-Irick- 1: 

Current AMLs and population estimates are listed in Chapter 3.
 

Individuals - 8 



  

 

 

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

I-Bell-1 I-Bell-I:  

Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site 

specific or allotment level. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

I-Bell-2: 

I-Bell-3: 

I-Bell-2: 

Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site spe-
cific or allotment level. See D-LG 1.3. 


Exhibits 1 and 2 were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, they 

are not included in this Appendix.  These documents are viewable from
 
the link provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca 

RMP website at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/
 
rmp.html. 


I-Bell-3: 

Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at the site 

specific or allotment level. See D-LG 1.3. 


Individuals - 10 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information


  

 

 
   

 
  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

I-Bell-4 

I-Bell-5 

I-Bell-4:  

Annual forage is by its nature subject to wide variations in its availability, 

and can not be assessed as a sustained yield forage. 


I-Bell-5:  

BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered areas 

closed to livestock grazing. Action D-LG 1.3 does not close off Hum-
boldt House and East Rye Patch allotments.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

I-Bell-5
 
Cont-d
 

Individuals - 12 



  

 

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

I-Bell-5
 
Cont-d
 

Individuals - 13 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

ResponsesI-Bell  Comments

Individuals - 14 




  

 

 

  
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

Exhibit 3 was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not in-
cluded in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link pro-
vided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca RMP website 
at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 

Individuals - 15 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html


  

 

 

  
 

 

Public Comments and Responses 
I-Bell Comments Responses 

Exhibit 4 was reviewed and considered by BLM; however, it is not in-
cluded in this Appendix.  This document is viewable from the link pro-
vided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca RMP website 
at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html. 

Individuals - 16 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/rmp.html


  

 

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

Exhibits 5 and 6 were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, they 
are not included in this Appendix.  These documents are viewable from 
the link provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winnemucca 
RMP website at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information/ 
rmp.html. 

Individuals - 17 

http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/blm_information


  

 

  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

I-Bell-6: 

I-Bell-6:  

BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered areas 

closed to livestock grazing. Action D-LG 1.3 does not close off Hum-
boldt House and East Rye Patch allotments.  
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

Individuals - 19 




  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell Comments Responses 

Individuals - 20 




  

 

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell/Fowler Comments Responses 

I-Bell/ 
Fowler-1 

I-Bell/Fowler-1: 
BLM developed a reasonable range of alternatives that considered are-
as closed to livestock grazing. Action D-LG 1.3 does not close off 
Humboldt House and East Rye Patch allotments. BLM manages public 
lands in accordance with FLPMA. 

Individuals - 21 



  

 

 
  

 
  

 

  

   

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bell/Fowler Comments Responses 

I-Bell/ 
Fowler-2 

I-Bell/ 
Fowler-3 

I-Bell/Fowler-2: 
Grazing is a privilege under the Taylor Grazing Act 315b and 43 CFR 
4130.2(c); and specifies that grazing privileges “shall be adequately 
safeguarded” but that the creation of a grazing district or issuance of a 
permit does not create “any right, title, interest, or estate in or to the 
land,” 

Exhibits A through D were reviewed and considered by BLM; however, 
they are not included in this Appendix.  These documents are viewable 
from the link provided for the final EIS and appendices on the Winne-
mucca RMP website at: http://www.blm.gov/nv/st/en/fo/wfo/ 
blm_information/rmp.html. 

I-Bell/Fowler-3 : Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

 I-Blackwelder Comments Responses 

I-Black- 
welder—1  

I-Blackwelder-1:Setting AMLs is an implementation level decision, not 
an RMP level decision.  During the implementation level planning pro-
cess a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be conduct-
ed. 

Individuals - 23 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 
I-Boeger 

Individuals - 24 



  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

  
 

  

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses
I-Boeger 

I -Boeger-1 

I-Boeger-2 

I-Boeger-3 

I-Boeger-4 

I-Boeger-1: Action D-S1.1 has been modified to reflect comment. 

I-Boeger-2: Since water is managed by the state, the BLM must manage 
watersheds for the benefit of water resources.  Assessment of water use 
impacts is addressed in Objective D-WR 2. 

I-Boeger-3: Objective VF1 and Management actions VF 1.1, 1.2 and Ob-
jective VF2 and Management Actions VF 2.1 address management action 
for woodlands including aspen. 

I-Boeger-4-: Addressed in RMP, see Action B and D VF 3.4.1.  Moreo-
ver, a case-by-case analysis would be conducted prior to opening areas to 
salvage harvesting. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-5 

I-Boeger-6 

I-Boeger-7 

I-Boeger-5: 

The BLM has developed a range of alternatives - VR 4.1 See BLM  Manu-
al 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and Reestablishment of
 
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and Executive Orders 11987 and 13112. 


I-Boeger-6: 

The BLM has developed a range of alternatives - VR 4.1 See BLM  Man-
ual 1745 Introduction, Transplant, Augmentation, and Reestablishment of
 
Fish, Wildlife, and Plants and Executive Orders 11987 and 13112. 


I-Boeger-7:  

Lotic and lentic systems are dynamic and constantly in flux. Naturally 

occurring events, such as fires or floods, and other impacts such as roads,
 
land ownership, multiple use, or actions outside of the discretion of the 

BLM (ie dewatering, irrigation, etc) can affect PFC ratings and recovery. 

BLM has provided a realistic range of alternatives and PFC percentages 

for management actions designed to make progress towards PFC.
 

Management of allotments are addressed through grazing management
 
decisions at the site specific implementation level.  PFC is addressed as a 

standard for rangeland health in grazing management decisions.
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments 

I-Boeger-8 

I-Boeger-9 

I-Boeger-
10 

I-Boeger-
11 

I-Boeger-
12 

Responses 

I-Boeger-8: This is addressed at allotment specific/implementation level 
decisions.  Standards 4 (Plant and Animal Habitat) and 5 (Special Status 
Species Habitat) of the Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Health 
address these concerns.  Refer also to LG 1. 

I-Boeger-9: Section 1.6 states the RMP will comply with FLPMA and 
other applicable laws. Action D-WR 2.3 addresses acquisition of mini-
mum pools. Updating AMPs on implementation plans done on a case 
by case basis.  

I-Boeger-10: Action D-10.1 was revised in the PRMP/FEIS. 

I-Boeger-11: The mileage set-backs from leks are based on guidelines 
recommended by Guidelines to Manage Sage-Grouse Populations and 
Their Habitats (Connelly et al 2000).  The distance from the lek that the 
majority of the breeding and nesting occurs, was taken into account when 
the guidelines were developed.  BLM has revisited sage-grouse lek man-
agement in the Final RMP/FEIS to include management of priority sage 
grouse habitat. See D-SSS 1.2.1. Management includes no surface dis-
turbance, no surface occupancy applicable to certain uses. 

I-Boeger-12: BLM has revisited “exceptions, waivers, and modifica-
tions as they affect Special Status Species. BLM deleted the waivers, 
however, special management criteria was developed to be considered 
on a case-by-case basis. Prescriptive grazing would be used to achieve 
land health standards or resource objectives. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-13 

I-Boeger-18 

I-Boeger-17 

I-Boeger-16 

I-Boeger-15 

I-Boeger-14 

I-Boeger-13: Action D-WHB 5.2 would gather horses to low– to mid– 
AML. Decreases in use proportionate to the offending class of livestock 
are addressed in the RMP.  Some areas may not be suitable for WHB as 
they are there 24/7 but there may be an opportunity for livestock graz-
ing for a short period of time.  

I-Boeger-14: This will be further addressed and brought forward in the 
subsequent Transportation and Travel Management Planning processes. 

I-Boeger-15: Addressed in RMP.  See D-CR 8.2, p. 2-107 results would 
only be made public “if publication does not promote vandalism or site 
deterioration or loss as a result of visitation or other related factors.” 

I-Boeger-16: Addressed in RMP in Alternative C. 

I-Boeger-17: Action D-LG 1.9.2 includes use of forage banks for live-
stock including closures for rangeland restoration projects. 

I-Boeger-18: Criteria was added in response to comment. See D-LG 
1.9.2. 

Individuals - 28 



  

 

 
  

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-19 

I-Boeger-20 

I-Boeger-19:
 
BLM currently uses guidelines recommended by Guidelines to Manage
 
Sage-Grouse Populations and Their Habitats (Connelly et al 2000). 


I-Boeger-20:
 
Action D-R 3.1 has been revised in the PRMP. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-
21 

I-Boeger-
21 

I-Boeger-
22 

I-Boeger-21: Action D-R 6.2 has been revised in the PRMP. 

I-Boeger-22: 
Designation of SRMAs and RMZs are under the scope of the RMP.  De-
cisions as to specific projects, such as campsite locations, etc., are ad-
dressed in implementation level plans and associated NEPA.  For more 
information refer to BLM Handbook (H-1601-1 Appendix C). 

Individuals - 30 



  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
    

 
 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-
23 

I-Boeger-
24 

I-Boeger-

I-Boeger-23: Environmental consequences have been modified in 
areas of the proposed final RMP/FEIS. See Section 4.3.3 for recrea-
tion analysis. 

I-Boeger-24: Separate recreation activity or implementation plan would 
be developed before SRMA management would be implemented.  

I-Boeger-25: This RMP will not modify the Water Canyon Recreation 
Area Environmental Assessment, Management Plan, Record of Deci-
sion and Cooperative Management Agreement (August 1997) and the 
Environmental Assessment of the Water Canyon Implementation Plan 
Amendment (Aug. 2005). 

Individuals - 31 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-
26 

I-Boeger-
27 

I-Boeger-
28 

I-Boeger-
29 

I-Boeger-26: The BLM is required to designate OHV management are-
as as open, limited or closed as part of land use plan decisions.   BLM 
Handbook (H-1601-1) Appendix C – Travel Management. 

I-Boeger-27: The Pine Forest ACEC would be managed to protect wild-
life habitat. All ACECs are priority suppression areas—see CA-WFM 1
 
(3).
 

I-Boeger-28:
 
These are current laws and BLM policy. See:  

1) Legislative Acts 


• Federal Land Recreation Enhancement Act 
• Federal Land & Management Act 

2) Rules/Regulations 
• 43 CFR 2930 

3) Manuals & Handbooks 
• BLM manual 2930-Recreation Permits & Fees 
• BLM Handbook H-2930 

I-Boeger-29: Bonding is required on a case-by-case basis.  All applicants 
of SRPs are already required to incorporate LNT/TL principals in their 
proposed activities.  With regards to off-road events, the BLM is a multi-
ple use agency and off-road events are just one of the multiple uses.  
Moreover, each event would be be required to go through the NEPA pro-
cess which could result in specific measures/mitigations to protect sensi-
tive resources. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-
30 

I-Boeger-
31 

I-Boeger-
32 

I-Boeger-30: While a comprehensive interdisciplinary approach to trans-
portation and travel management would incorporate concerns of multiple 
programs, the recreation program has a specific need to recognize and 
manage non-motorized travel (i.e. foot & equestrian), mechanical (i.e. 
mountain bike) & motorized (OHV). IM 2008-014. 

I-Boeger-31: See Figure 2-53. NEPA would be addressed when devel-
opment of the Travel Management Plan is launched. 

I-Boeger-32: BLM has developed a range of alternatives for OHV. Trav-
el Management planning would include designation of roads and routes 
within checkerboard areas as being suitable for disposals due to difficulty 
of managing interspersed public lands. See Figure 2-66. 

Individuals - 33 



  

 

   

 
 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-33 

I-Boeger-33: This action is an implementation level decision, not an 
RMP level decision. During the implementation level planning pro-
cess a separate public involvement and NEPA analysis will be con-
ducted.   

Bond decisions are on a case by case project.  The current wind energy 
policy is to allow for 3 years to complete testing of wind energy poten-
tial. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger-34 

I-Boeger: 34. Federal Regulation prohibit the disposal of lands within 
a Wilderness or WSA. 

Please see Action D –LR 4.1.4,  prioritization of the acquisition of in-
holdings. 

The Utility Corridor mentioned is an existing corridor with 2 transmis-
sion lines within it.  These transmission lines have been in place for 
approximately 25-30 years. 

The proposed underground corridor was eliminated. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

I-Boeger 
Wild   &  
Scenic River-

 35a 

I-Boeger-
 35 

I-Boeger-35a:  

No W&SR segments have been identified for designation. 


I- Boeger-35:  The Pershing County Wilderness Working Group recom-
mendations have been carried forward for the wilderness characteristics 

included in this RMP. The Pine Forest working group recommendations 

are being considered by Congress and are likely to be enacted on prior to 

the finalization of this RMP/EIS. Ultimately WSA status and boundaries 

would be determined by Congressional action. 


The Citizens Proposal put forward by the Pershing County Checkerboard 

Lands Committee for Wilderness Characteristics Inventory has been
 
adopted by this RMP. This Citizens Group and the BLM determined that 

the Lava Beds did not meet the criteria for Wilderness Characteristics. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Boeger Comments Responses 

Individuals - 37 




  

 

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Bryant Comments Responses 

I-Bryant-1 I-Bryant-1: Comment noted. 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Burns  Comments Responses 

I-Burns-1 

I-Burns-2 

I-Burns-3 

I-Burns-1: Comment noted. 

I-Burns-2: BLM is mandated by FLPMA to allow for multiple use. 

I– Burns 3: The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and 
Policy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be 
managed for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both 
uses authorized to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyz-
es several proposed levels of livestock grazing, up to and including 
elimination of livestock grazing.  Acquisition of water is addressed 
through action D-WR 2.2. 

Individuals - 39 
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Public Comments and Responses 
I-Capozzelli Comments Responses 

 I-Capozzelli-1 

 I-Capozzelli-2 

 I-Capozzelli-3 

 I-Capozzelli-4  

 I-Capozzelli-5 

 I-Capozzelli-6 

 I-Capozzelli-7 

 I-Capozzelli-8 

 I-Capozzelli-9 

 I-Capozzelli-

Individuals - 40 

I-Capozzelli-1:  Comment noted. 

 I-Capozzelli-2: There are no designated wild horse and burros areas.  HMAs 
are areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that we manage 
for horses but not exclusively.  Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 proposes elim-
ination of livestock grazing throughout the WD. 
 I-Capozzelli-3:  The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and pro-
vided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act 
(FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for multi-
ple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to occur on 
BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of live-
stock management, up to and including elimination of livestock grazing.  The 
BLM has revisited the WH&B management actions and environmental anal-
ysis in the final RMP/FEIS.

 I-Capozzelli-4:  The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall 
be determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and 
following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process.  Forage 
for WH&B (AUMs) is allocated based on the AML upper limit. 

 I-Capozzelli-5:  Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed 
at the site specific or allotment level. 

 I-Capozzelli-6:  This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and 
through properly managed livestock grazing. 

I-Capozzelli-7:  Management of big game species and populations are under 
the jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is out-
side the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legis-
lative Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the 
management of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM 
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources.

 I-Capozzelli-8: Comment noted. 

I-Capozzelli-9:  Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential compo-
nents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be present 
within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B populations 
and healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not present in sufficient 
amounts, the authorized officer should consider amending or revising the LUP 
to remove the area‘s designation as an HMA. If the decision is made to return 
a designated HMA to HA status, the total population of WH&B should then 
be gathered and removed. See BLM Manual Section 4710.3.  

I-Capozzelli-10: Comment noted. 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

 I-Cooper Comments Responses 

 I-Cooper-1 I-Cooper-1: Action D-R 8.1 includes delineation of four SRMAs. 

Individuals - 41 



  

 

   

 
  

   
   

 

Public Comments and Responses 
 I-Cooper Comments Responses 

 I-Cooper-2 

 I-Cooper-3 

 I-Cooper-4 

I-Cooper-2: 

BLM identified areas for withdrawal in Action D-MR 9.2
 

I-Cooper-3: 

Seven areas identified as having wilderness characteristics has been
 
brought forward. See D-WSA-1.
 

I-Cooper-4: 

The parts of the Selenite Range and the Mount Limbo areas that are in 

designated WSAs are in a VRM Class I. With regards to Granite Range, 

Razor Back and the Nightingales, the BLM has developed a range of
 
alternatives that address VRM.
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Public Comments and Responses 

 I-Cooper Comments Responses 

I-Cooper-4 
Cont-d   

 I-Cooper-5 

I-Cooper-6 

I-Cooper-7 

I-Cooper-8 

I-Cooper-5: 

This corridor was designated in the 2008 Programmatic EIS for the Des-
ignation of Energy Corridors in the 11 Western States.  This designation 

amended the exiting Land Use Plans for the NCA and the Winnemucca 

District. 


I-Cooper-6:  

This will be further addressed and brought forward in the subsequent
 
Transportation and Travel Management Planning processes.
 

I-Cooper-7: 

See response to I-Cooper-6. 


I-Cooper-8: 

Areas closed to saleable minerals are identified at D-MR 2.2 
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Public Comments and Responses 

I-Cooper  Comments Responses 

I-Cooper-9: 

The proposed RMP incorporates many of the objectives and manage- I-Cooper-9 ment actions proposed in alternative D in the Draft RMP. 

I-Cooper-10: I-Cooper-10 
Please note that withdrawals of over 5000 acres must have Congressional 
approval. 

Individuals - 44 



  

 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

 I-Cooper Comments Responses 
I-Cooper-10 
Cont-d

 I-Cooper-11 

 I-Cooper-12 

 I-Cooper-13 

I-Cooper-11:
 
See response to I-Cooper-5. 


I-Cooper-12:
 
Lands designated for possible disposal around Gerlach were coordinated
 
with Washoe County.  


I-Cooper-13:
 
Gerlach does not meet the criteria for avoidance or exclusion areas.  Ger-
lach residents will be given the opportunity to comment on any project as 

specified in the NEPA process.
 

Individuals - 45 



  

 

 
   

Public Comments and Responses 

 I-Cooper Comments Responses 

I-Cooper-14 
Wild & Scenic
Rivers 
 

 
I-Cooper-14: BLM developed a range of alternatives. 

Individuals - 46 



  

 

 
 

 

  
 

  
  

 
  

  
  

   
   

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Crews Comments Responses 

I-Crews-1 

I-Crews-2 

I-Crews-1: 
Comment noted. 

I-Crews:2: BLM has identified lands having wilderness characteristics in 
the RMP.   The Pershing County Wilderness Working Group recommen-
dations have been carried forward for the wilderness characteristics in-
cluded in this RMP.  The BLM also included eligible lands with wilder-
ness characteristics as identified in the Ruby Pipeline EIS.  The Pine For-
est working group recommendations are being considered by Congress 
and are likely to be enacted on prior to the finalization of this RMP/EIS.  
Ultimately WSA status and boundaries would be determined by Congres-
sional action. 

Individuals - 47 



  

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Crone Comments Responses 

I-Crone-1 I-Crone-1: 
Comment noted. 

Individuals - 48 



  

 

 
 

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Crowder Comments Responses 

I-Crowder-
1 

I-Crowder-1:
 
A range of alternatives for closing areas to livestock grazing was 

provided in LG 1.3.
 

Individuals - 49 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Curtis Comments Responses 

I-Curtis-1: I-Curtis-1:  

See Action C-WSA 2.1
 

Individuals - 50 



  

 

 

  
     

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-DeCarlo Comments Responses 

I-DeCarlo-1 

I-DeCarlo-2 

I-DeCarlo-1: Comment noted. 

I-DeCarlo-2: The commenter is looking at a study where mares were 
treated 7 consecutive years in a row, or back to back.  BLM does not treat 
mares for seven consecutive years. 

Individuals - 51 



  

 

 
   

  
   

Public Comments and Responses 

I-DeCarlo Comments Responses 

I-DeCarlo-3 

I-DeCarlo-4 

I-DeCarlo-3:
 
Use of PZP is directed by BLM policy.
 

I-DeCarlo-4:
 
Use of PZP is directed by BLM policy.
 

Individuals - 52 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-DeCarlo Comments Responses 

Individuals - 53 




  

 

 
  

  
 

    

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Devlin Comments Responses 

I-Devlin-1 

Individuals - 54 

I-Devlin-1: 
The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to livestock 
grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and provided 
protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act 
(FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for 
multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized to 
occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed 
levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of livestock 
grazing. 



  

 

 
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Devlin Comments Responses 

I-Devlin –1 
Cont-d 

Individuals - 55 



  

 

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Dufurrena Comments Responses 

I-Dufurrena-1 I-Dufurrena-1: Comment noted. 

Individuals - 56 



  

 

 

 
  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Dufurrena Comments Responses 

I-Dufurrena-1 I-Dufurrena-1: Maintenance and identification of eligible users for forage 
banks users would be addressed in an implementation level plan. 

Individuals - 57 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Dufurrena Comments Responses 

Individuals - 58 




  

 

    

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments Responses 

I-Echeverria-1 I-Echeverria-1: Action D-LG 1.3 does not close grazing in areas near Rye 
Patch Estates. 

Individuals - 59 



  

 

 

  

  
 

   
 

   
   

  

  
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Eckert Comments Responses 

I-Eckert –1 

I-Eckert –2 

I-Eckert –3 

I-Eckert-1:  

Specific allotment and HMA AUM allocation decisions are addressed at 

the site specific or allotment level. 


I-Eckert-2:  Management of WH&B on the public lands is limited to herd
 
areas (HAs), consistent with the WFRHBA (16 USC § 1339) which 

states: ―Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize the Secretary 

to relocate wild free-roaming horses or burros to areas of the public lands
 
where they do not presently exist.
 

I-Eckert –3: Consistent with 43 CFR 4710.3-1, Herd Management Areas 

(HMAs) shall be established for the maintenance of WH&B herds. In
 
delineating each HMA, the authorized officer shall consider the appro-
priate management level for the herd, the habitat requirements of the 

animals, and the relationships with other uses of the public and adjacent
 
private lands, and the constraints contained in § 4710.4. 


Individuals - 60 



  

 

 
  

  

Public Comments and Responses 

Comments ResponsesI-Fall 

I-Fall-1 
I-Fall-1:
 
A range of alternatives for closing areas to livestock grazing was pro-
vided in LG 1.3.
 

Individuals - 61 



  

 

  

 
 

  
  

 
   

 

 
 

    
  

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Fernandez Comments 

I-
Fernandez 
-1 

I-
Fernandez 
-2 

Responses 

I-Fernandez-1: 
The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to livestock 
grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and provided 
protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Policy Act 
(FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed for 
multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized 
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several pro-
posed levels of livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of 

I-Fernandez-2: 
Allocation of forage and identification AML are done at the implementa-
tion planning level on a case by case basis. Managing of predators falls 
under jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife.  Use of PZP is 
identified at D-WH&B 5.3 

Individuals - 62 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Fernandez Comments Responses 

Individuals - 63 




  

 

 

  
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Francesconi Comments Responses 

I-Francesconi 
-1  

I-Francesconi-1:  

A range of alternatives for closing areas to livestock grazing was provid-
ed in LG 1.3.
 

Individuals - 64 



  

 

 

   

  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Francesconi Comments Responses 

I-
Francesconi 
- 2 

I-Francesconi - 2: BLM has revisited areas opened and closed to livestock 
grazing in the FEIS/RMP. The PRMP does not close allotments near 
Rye Patch Estates. 

Individuals - 65 



  

 

  

  
 

   
  

  
 

 
  

   
  

 
   

     
    

   

 

 

    
   

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Frye Comments Responses 

I-Frye-1 

I-Frye-2 

I-Frye-3 

I-Frye-4 

I-Frye-5 

I-Frye-6 

I-Frye-7 

I-Frye-8 

I-Frye-9

Individuals - 66 

I-Frye-1:  BLM manages WH&B in accordance with the Wild Horse 
and Burro Action and through applicable policies.

 I-Frye-2:  There are no designated wild horse and burros areas.  HMAs 
are areas where burros and wild horses were found in 1971 that we man-
age for horses but not exclusively. Alternative C-LG 1—option 2 propos-
es elimination of livestock grazing throughout the WD. 

 I-Frye-3:  The Taylor Grazing Act authorizes the use of rangelands to 
livestock grazing, the Wild Horse & Burro Act established HMAs and 
provided protection for WH&B. The Federal Land Management and Pol-
icy Act (FLPMA) mandates that the BLM administered land be managed 
for multiple uses. Livestock grazing and WH&B are both uses authorized 
to occur on BLM administered land. The RMP analyzes several proposed 
levels of livestock management, up to and including elimination of live-
stock grazing. The BLM has revisited the WH&B management actions 
and environmental analysis in the final RMP/FEIS. 

 I-Frye-4: The amount of forage available to allocate to WH&B shall be 
determined through in-depth evaluation of resource monitoring data and 
following a site-specific environmental analysis decision process. 

 I-Frye-5:  Specific allotment AUM allocation decisions are addressed at 
the site specific or allotment level. 

 I-Frye-6:  This is achieved by maintaining herds at AML and through 
properly managed livestock grazing. 

I-Frye-7:  Management of big game species and populations are under the 
jurisdiction of the Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW) and is outside 
the scope of this analysis .  See section 1.6 Planning Criteria and Legislative 
Constraints #3.  The BLM works in cooperation with NDOW in the man-
agement of big game habitat.  Under a multiple-use mandate, the BLM 
strives to achieve a balanced management of public land resources.

 I-Frye-8: Alternatives A, B, and D allow use of birth control methods for 
WH&B including PZP. 

 I-Frye-9:  Comment noted. 



  

 

   

  
 

 
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Frye Comments Responses 

I-Frye-10  

I-Frye-11  

 I-Frye-10 and 11:  Habitat for WH&B is composed of four essential com-
ponents: forage, water, cover, and space. These components must be pre-
sent within the HMA in sufficient amounts to sustain healthy WH&B pop-
ulations and healthy rangelands over the long term. If they are not present 
in sufficient amounts, the authorized officer should consider amending or 
revising the LUP to remove the area‘s designation as an HMA. If the deci-
sion is made to return a designated HMA to HA status, the total popula-
tion of WH&B should then be gathered and removed. See BLM Manual 
Section 4710.3.  

Individuals - 67 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gehrig Comments Responses 

Individuals - 68 




  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gehrig Comments Responses 

I-Gehrig 
-1  

 I-Gehrig-1:  Comment noted. 

Individuals - 69 



  

 

   

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gelb Comments Responses 

I-Gelb-1

Individuals - 70 

 I-Gelb-1:  Comments noted. 



  

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gervacio Comments Responses 

I-Gervacio-1  I-Gervacio-1: Comment noted. 

Individuals - 71 



  

 

 

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Goodge Comments Responses 

I-Goodge-1 

Individuals - 72 

I-Goodge-1: Comment noted. 



  

 

 

  
 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gregg Comments Responses 

I-Gregg-1: 
I-Gregg-1 A range of alternatives were developed identifying  land suitable for 

disposal, subject to requirements of FLPMA. See LR 2.1 and Figure 2-
66. 

Individuals - 73 



  

 

 

 
  

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gregg Comments Responses 

I-Gregg –1
Cont  -d 

I-Gregg-2 

 

I-Gregg-2: Land tenure adjustments are driven by requirements of FLP-
MA.  Objectives and management actions addressing disposal are located 
at LR 3 and include criteria applicable before land is disposed. 

Individuals - 74 



  

 

Public Comments and Responses 

I-Gregg Comments Responses 

Individuals - 75 
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